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Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 



The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 
A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(e) the invention was described in (1) an application for patent, published under section 122(b), by 
another filed in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent or (2) a patent 
granted on an application for patent by another filed in the United States before the invention by the 
applicant for patent, except that an international application filed under the treaty defined in section 
351(a) shall have the effects for purposes of this subsection of an application filed in the United States 
only if the international application designated the United States and was published under Article 21(2) 
of such treaty in the English language. 



Claims 1 and 2 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being anticipated by Fado 
et al., U.S. Patent No. 6,067,084. 



As per claim 1 , Fado et al. ("Fado") teaches one or more computer-readable 
media storing a computer program that, when executed by one or more processors, 
causes the one or more processors to: 

display a subset of a plurality of steps in an order to be performed by a user (see 
Fado, column 2, lines 6 - 22); 

altering an appearance of a current step in the subset of steps that needs to be 
performed by the user to distinguish the current step from other steps in the subset (see 
Fado, column 2, lines 6 - 22; the examiner interprets displaying a graphical user 
interface for every step as altering the appearance of the step); 
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allowing the user to input data corresponding to the current step (see Fado, 
column 2, lines 6 - 22); and 

scrolling, in response to user input of data corresponding to the current step, the 
plurality of steps so that a new subset of the plurality of steps is presented to the user 
(see Fado, column 2, lines 6 - 22; the examiner interprets displaying the next step as a 
graphical user interface as scrolling to present the next step). 

As per claim 2, which is dependent on claim 1 , Fado teaches the computer- 
readable media of claim 1 (see rejection above). Fado further teaches one or more 
computer-readable media as recited in claim 1 , wherein the computer program further 
causes the one or more processors to: 

alter, in response to user input of data corresponding to the current step, the 
appearance of another step as necessary to identify the new current step in the subset 
of steps that needs to be performed by the user (see Fado, column 2, lines 6 - 22; the 
examiner interprets displaying a second graphical user interface in response to a user 
selecting a headset with microphones as altering the appearance of another step). 

Claims 1 0 - 1 4, 1 6, 1 7, 1 9, 28, 33, 35 - 38, 40 - 47, 52, 53, 55 - 57, and 59 are 
rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being anticipated by Miller et al., U.S. Patent No. 
6,661,437. 
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As per claim 10, Miller teaches a method comprising: 

displaying a list of items to be handled by a user in a particular order (see Miller, 
column 7, line 47-51); 

identifying one item in the list of items that is the current item (see Miller, figure 9, 
item 915 and column 2, lines 34 - 46); 

receiving a user input corresponding to the current item (see Miller, column 7, 
lines 55 - 58); and 

updating, in response to receiving the user input, the identification of the one item 
that is the current item to indicate the next item in the list of items as the current item 
(see Miller, figure 9, items 910 - 930, and column 7, line 44 - 58; it is inherent that the 
currently selected setting will be highlighted and therefore when the next setting is 
selected to be changed it is highlighted and the setting that was being worked on is no 
longer highlighted). 

As per claim 1 1 , which is dependent on claim 1 0, Miller teaches the method of 
claim 11 (see rejection above). Miller further teaches a method as recited in claim 10, 
wherein displaying the list of items comprises displaying at least one item corresponding 
to a task that has already been performed and at least one item corresponding to a task 
that still needs to be performed by the user (see Miller, figure 9, items 910 - 930, 
column 2, lines 42 - 46, and column 7, lines 49 - 51 ; the examiner interprets displaying 
settings that need to be set as displaying future tasks that need to be performed by the 
user). 
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As per claim 12, which is dependent on claim 10, Miller teaches the method of 
claim 10 (see rejection above). Miller further teaches a method as recited in claim 10, 
wherein displaying the list of items comprises displaying, after the user input is received, 
the user input in place of the corresponding item (see Miller, figure 4, item 415 and 
column 6, lines 59 - 64; it is inherent that item 41 5 is replaced to display the input when 
selected by the user as shown in figure 4 because corresponding, unselected item 420 
is displayed without this input). 

As per claim 13, which is dependent on claim 10, Miller teaches the method of 
claim 10 (see rejection above). Miller further teaches a method as recited in claim 10, 
wherein displaying the list of items comprises displaying only a subset of the list of items 
at any given time (see Miller, figure 5, item 555). 

As per claim 14, which is dependent on claim 13, Miller teaches the method of 
claim 13 (see rejection above). Miller further teaches a method as recited in claim 13, 
further comprising scrolling through the list of items to display different subsets as items 
in the list are handled by the user (see Miller, column 6, line 65 - column 7, line 8). 

As per claim 16, which is dependent on claim 10, Miller teaches the method of 
claim 10 (see rejection above). Miller further teaches a method as recited in claim 10, 
wherein the list of items comprises a list of tasks to be completed by the user, and 
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wherein handling of an item by the user comprises the user completing the task (see 
Miller, column 7, lines 44 - 58). 

As per claim 17, which is dependent on claim 16, Miller teaches the method of 
claim 16 (see rejection above). Miller further teaches a method as recited in claim 16, 
wherein the list of tasks comprises a list of prompts corresponding to data to be entered 
into the computer by the user (see Miller, column 7, lines 44 - 58). 

As per claim 19, which is dependent on claim 10, Miller teaches the method of 
claim 10 (see rejection above). Miller further teaches one or more computer-readable 
memories containing a computer program that is executable by a processor to perform 
the method recited in claim 10 (see Miller, column 2, lines 27 - 30). 

As per claim 28, Miller teaches a graphical user interface comprising: 

a list portion identifying a list of a plurality of items to be handled by a user (see 
Miller, column 7, line 47 - 51 ); 

a user choices portion identifying information corresponding to a current item in 
the list (see Miller, figure 9, item 915); and 

a current location marker that identifies one item of the list that is the current item 
to be handled by the user (see Miller, column 2, lines 34 - 46), wherein the current 
location marker is automatically updated to identify the next item in the list after the 
current item in the list has been handled by the user (see Miller, figure 9, items 910 - 
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930, and column 7, line 44 - 58; it is inherent that the currently selected setting will be 
highlighted and therefore when the next setting is selected to be changed it is 
highlighted and the setting that was being worked on is no longer highlighted). 

As per claim 33, which is dependent on claim 28, Miller teaches the method of 
claim 28 (see rejection above). Miller further teaches a graphical user interface as 
recited in claim 28, wherein the list portion further identifies information that has been 
entered by the user in handling previous items in the list (see Miller, column 2, lines 42 
- 46). 

As per claim 35, Miller teaches a system comprising: 

a display device; a user interface component, coupled to the display device, 
causing a user interface to be displayed on the display device (see Miller, column 1, 
lines 32 - 34); 

wherein the user interface includes a list portion in which a list of a plurality of 
items to be handled by a user are displayed (see Miller, column 7, line 47 - 51); 

wherein the user interface further includes a current location marker identifying 
one of the items in the list as the current item that needs to be handled by the user (see 
Miller, column 2, lines 34 - 46); and 

wherein the user interface component further automatically updates the current 
location marker to identify a new item in the list in response to the user handling the 
current item in the list (see Miller, figure 9, items 910 - 930, and column 7, line 44 - 58; 
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it is inherent that the currently selected setting will be highlighted and therefore when 
the next setting is selected to be changed it is highlighted and the setting that was being 
worked on is no longer highlighted). 

As per claim 36, which is dependent on claim 35, it is of similar scope to claim 12 
and is rejected under the same rationale as claim 12 (see rejection above). 

As per claim 37, which is dependent on claim 35, it is of similar scope to claim 13 
and is rejected under the same rationale as claim 13(see rejection above). 

As per claim 38, which is dependent on claim 37, it is of similar scope to claim 14 
and is rejected under the same rationale as claim 14 (see rejection above). 

As per claim 40, which is dependent on claim 35, it is of similar scope to claim 16 
and is rejected under the same rationale as claim 16 (see rejection above). 

As per claim 41, which is dependent on claim 40, it is of similar scope to claim 17 
and is rejected under the same rationale as claim 17 (see rejection above). 

As per claim 42, which is dependent on claim 40, Miller teaches the method of 
claim 40 (see rejection above). Miller further teaches a system as recited in claim 40, 
wherein the user interface component is implemented in software (see Miller, column 2, 
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As per claim 43, Miller teaches a method comprising: 

displaying a list of tasks to be performed (see Miller, figure 9, items 910 - 930); 

identifying one task in the list of tasks that is the current task needing to be 
performed (see Miller, figure 9, item 915 and column 2, lines 34 - 46); 

receiving an input corresponding to the current task (see Miller, column 7, lines 
55 - 58); and 

updating, in response to receiving the input, the identification of the one task that 
is the current task to indicate that the next task in the list of tasks is the current task 
needing to be performed (see Miller, figure 9, items 910 - 930, and column 7, line 44 - 
58; it is inherent that the currently selected setting will be highlighted and therefore 
when the next setting is selected to be changed it is highlighted and the setting that was 
being worked on is no longer highlighted). 

As per claim 44, which is dependent on claim 43, Miller teaches the method of 
claim 43 (see rejection above). Miller further teaches a method as recited in claim 43, 
wherein the displaying comprises displaying a list of tasks to be performed by a user 
(see Miller, column 7, lines 44 - 58). 

As per claim 45, which is dependent on claim 43, Miller teaches the method of 
claim 43. Miller further teaches a method as recited in claim 43, wherein the identifying 
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comprises superimposing, on the display of the current task in the list, a set of one or 
more input options corresponding to the task (see Miller, figure 9, item 915). 

As per claim 46, which is dependent on claim 45, Miller teaches the method of 
claim 45 (see rejection above). Miller further teaches a method as recited in claim 45, 
wherein the receiving comprises receiving, as the input corresponding to the current 
task, one of the input options from the set of one or more input options (see Miller, 
column 7, lines 55 - 58). 

As per claim 47, which is dependent on claim 43, Miller teaches the method of 
claim 43 (see rejection above). Miller further teaches a method as recited in claim 43, 
wherein the receiving comprises receiving a user input (see Miller, column 7, lines 55 - 



As per claim 52, which is dependent on claim 43, it is of similar scope to claim 13 
and is rejected under the same rationale as claim 13 (see rejection above). 

As per claim 53, which is dependent on claim 52, it is of similar scope to claim 14 
and is rejected under the same rationale as claim 14 (see rejection above). 



58). 



As per claim 55, which is dependent on claim 43, Miller teaches the method of 
claim 43 (see rejection above). Miller further teaches one or more computer-readable 



Application/Control Number: 09/879,829 Page 1 1 

Art Unit: 2174 

memories containing a computer program that is executable by a processor to perform 
the method recited in claim 43 (see Miller, column 2, lines 27 - 30; it is inherent that a 
personal computer comprises a processor). 

As per claim 56, Miller teaches a graphical user interface comprising: 
a task list portion identifying a list of a plurality of tasks to be performed by a user 
(see Miller, figure 9, items 910 - 930); and 

an indication in the task list portion of a current task to be performed (see Miller, 
figure 9, item 915), wherein the indication is changed, in response to the current task 
being performed, to indicate a next task in the list as the current task to be performed 
(see Miller, figure 9, items 910 - 930, and column 7, line 44 - 58; it is inherent that the 
currently selected setting will be highlighted and therefore when the next setting is 
selected to be changed it is highlighted and the setting that was being worked on is no 
longer highlighted). 

As per claim 57, which is dependent on claim 56, Miller teaches the graphical 
user interface of claim 56 (see rejection above). Miller further teaches a graphical user 
interface as recited in claim 56, further comprising a user choices portion identifying 
information corresponding to the current task on the list to be performed (see Miller, 
figure 5, item 555). 

As per claim 59, it is of similar scope to claim 43 and is rejected under the same 
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rationale as claim 43 (see rejection above). 



Claims 20, 24, 26, and 27 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being 
anticipated by Cohen et al., U.S. Patent No. 6,507,845. 

As per claim 20, Cohen et al. ("Cohen") teaches a method comprising: 
displaying an identification of a plurality of users; and 

for each of the plurality of users, displaying a list of tasks to be performed by the 
user, identifying one task in the list of tasks that is the current task that needs to be 
performed by the user (see Cohen, column 3, lines 28 - 38); and 
updating, in response to completion of the task by the user, the identification of the one 
task that is the current task that needs to be performed by the user to be the next task in 
the list of tasks (see Cohen, column 7, line 48 - column 8, line 5; the examiner 
interprets updating the current task as indicating a next task in the list of tasks). 

As per claim 24, which is dependent on claim 24, Cohen teaches the method of 
claim 20 (see rejection above). Cohen further teaches a method as recited in claim 20, 
wherein identifying one task that is the current task comprises displaying a geometric 
shape as a current location marker identifying the one task (see Cohen, figure 10, item 
204, and column 6, lines 41 - 45). 
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As per claim 26, which is dependent on claim 20, Cohen teaches the method of 
claim 20 (see rejection above). Cohen further teaches a method as recited in claim 20, 
further comprising: receiving, for each of the plurality of users, an indication from each 
user's computer of the current task for that user (see Cohen, column 3, lines 1 1 - 14; it 
is inherent that the user uses his or her computer to access the documents, and 
therefore it is inherent that the information is received from the user's computer). 

As per claim 27, which is dependent on claim 20, Cohen teaches the method of 
claim 20 (see rejection above). Cohen further teaches one or more computer-readable 
memories containing a computer program that is executable by a processor to perform 
the method recited in claim 20 (see Cohen, column 4, lines 18 - 24). 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 



The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 

obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 
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Claims 3 - 7 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Fado et al., U.S. Patent No. 6,067,084 in view of Miller et al., U.S. Patent No. 
6,661,437. 

As per claim 3, which is dependent on claim 1 , Fado teaches the computer- 
readable media of claim 1 (see rejection above). Fado does not teach one or more 
computer-readable media as recited in claim 1, wherein altering the appearance of the 
current step comprises marking the current location with a ball. Miller et al. ("Miller") 
teaches altering the appearance of the current step comprises marking the current 
location with a ball (see Miller, figure 2, item 220). It would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to incorporate the method of Miller 
with the computer-readable media of Fado in order to indicate menu entry points. 

As per claim 4, which is dependent on claim 1 , Fado teaches the computer- 
readable media of claim 1 (see rejection above). Fado does not teach one or more 
computer-readable media as recited in claim 1, wherein altering the appearance of the 
current step comprises displaying the current step differently than other steps in the 
subset. Miller teaches altering the appearance of the current step comprises displaying 
the current step differently than other steps in the subset (see Miller, figure 9, item 915). 
It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention 
to incorporate the method of Miller with the computer-readable media of Fado in order 
to enable the user to readily differentiate the current step. 
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As per claim 5, which is dependent on claim 1 , Fado teaches the computer- 
readable media of claim 1 (see rejection above). Fado does not teach one or more 
computer-readable media as recited in claim 1, wherein altering the appearance of the 
current step comprises replacing the current step with a set of one or more input options 
for the current step. Miller teaches altering the appearance of the current step 
comprises replacing the current step with a set of one or more input options for the 
current step (see Miller, figure 4, item 41 5 and column 6, lines 59 - 64; it is inherent that 
item 415 is replaced to display the input options when selected as shown in figure 4 
because corresponding, unselected item 420 is displayed without these options). It 
would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to 
incorporate the method of Miller with the computer-readable media of Fado in order to 
indicate task option status to the user. 

As per claim 6, which is dependent on claim 1 , Fado teaches the computer- 
readable media of claim 1 (see rejection above). Fado does not teach one or more 
computer-readable media as recited in claim 1 , wherein altering the appearance of the 
current step comprises superimposing, on the current step, a set of one or more input 
options for the current step. Miller teaches altering the appearance of the current step 
comprises superimposing, on the current step, a set of one or more input options for the 
current step (see Miller, figure 3, items 330 and 335; the examiner interprets displaying 
dialog box 335 as superimposing more input options for the current step 330). It would 
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have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to 
incorporate the method of Miller with the computer-readable media of Fado in order to 
indicate task option status to the user. 

As per claim 7, which is dependent on claim 1, Fado teaches the computer- 
readable media of claim 1 (see rejection above). Fado does not teach one or more 
computer-readable media as recited in claim 1, wherein the computer program further 
causes the one or more processors to: replace, in the subset, the display of the current 
step with a display of the input data. Miller teaches replacing, in the subset, the display 
of the current step with a display of the input data (see Miller, figure 4, item 41 5 and 
column 6, lines 59 - 64; it is inherent that item 415 is replaced to display the input 
options when selected as shown in figure 4 because corresponding, unselected item 
420 is displayed without these options). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary 
skill in the art at the time of the invention to incorporate the method of Miller with the 
computer-readable media of Fado in order to indicate options of the current step to the 
user. 

Claim 8 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Fado et 
al., U.S. Patent No. 6,067,084 in view of Amezcua et al., U.S. Patent No. 4,458,331 . 

As per claim 8, which is dependent on claim 1 , Fado teaches the method of claim 
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1 (see rejection above). Fado does not teach one or more computer-readable media as 
recited in claim 1 , wherein the computer program further causes the one or more 
processors to: display a current processing marker that identifies which step in the 
subset of steps is currently being processed by the one or more processors. Amezcua 
et al. ("Amezcua") teaches displaying a current processing marker that identifies which 
step in the subset of steps is currently being processed by the one or more processors 
(see Amezcua, column 2, lines 5-12). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary 
skill in the art at the time of the invention to incorporate the method of Amezcua with the 
computer-readable media of Fado to provide a means of communicating to the user 
should a step running in the background require attention during its processing. 

Claim 9 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Fado et 
al., U.S. Patent No. 6,067,084 in view of Janik, U.S. Patent No. 5,285,398. 

As per claim 9, which is dependent on claim 1 , Fado teaches the computer- 
readable media of claim 1 (see rejection above). Fado does not teach one or more 
computer-readable media as recited in claim 1, wherein the one or more 
computer-readable media comprise a computer memory of a wearable computer. Janik 
teaches a computer-readable media comprising a computer memory of a wearable 
computer (see Janik, column 2, lines 23 - 28). It would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to incorporate the wearable computer 
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of Janik with the computer-readable media of Fado in order to allow portability of the 
computer-readable media. 



Claims 15, 54 and 39 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Miller et al., U.S. Patent No. 6,661,437 in view of Amezcua et al., U.S. Patent No. 
4,458,331. 

As per claim 15, which is dependent on claim 10, Miller teaches the method of 
claim 10 (see rejection above). Miller does not teach a method as recited in claim 10, 
further comprising displaying a current processing marker identifying an item in the list 
of items corresponding to a current user input being processed. Amezcua et al. 
("Amezcua") teaches displaying a current processing marker identifying an item in the 
list of items corresponding to a current user input being processed (see Amezcua, 
column 2, lines 5-12). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at 
the time of the invention to incorporate the method of Amezcua with the method of Miller 
to provide a means of communicating to the user should a step running in the 
background require attention during its processing. 

As per claim 54, which is dependent on clam 43, it is of similar scope to claim 15 
and is rejected under the same rationale as claim 15 (see rejection above). 
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As per claim 39, which is dependent on claim 35, it is of similar scope to claim 15 
and is rejected under the same rationale as claim 15 (see rejection above). 



Claims 18, 31 and 32 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Miller et al. f U.S. Patent No. 6,661,437 in view of Best, U.S. Patent No. 4,569,026. 

As per claim 18, which is dependent on claim 10, Miller teaches the method of 
claim 10 (see rejection above). Miller does not teach a method as recited in claim 10, 
wherein the list of items comprises a list of prompts of words to be spoken by the user, 
and wherein handling of an item by the user comprises speaking one or more words 
corresponding to the prompt. Best teaches a method wherein a list of items comprises 
a list of prompts of words to be spoken by the user, and wherein handling of an item by 
the user comprises speaking one or more words corresponding to the prompt (see Best, 
column 2, lines 25 - 30). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at 
the time of the invention to incorporate the method of Best with the method of Miller in 
order to provide an illusion of individualized and active participation with a system. 

As per claim 31, which is dependent on claim 28, Miller teaches the graphical 
user interface of claim 28 (see rejection above). Miller does not teach a graphical user 
interface as recited in claim 28, wherein the list of a plurality of items comprises a list of 
words to be spoken by the user. Best teaches a graphical user interface wherein a list 
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of a plurality of items comprises a list of words to be spoken by the user (see Best, 
column 2, lines 25 - 30). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at 
the time of the invention to incorporate the graphical user interface of Best with the 
graphical user interface of Miller in order to provide an illusion of individualized and 
active participation with a system. 

As per claim 32, which is dependent on claim 28, it is of similar scope to claim 18 
and is rejected under the same rationale as claim 18 (see rejection above). 



Claims 21 - 23, and 25 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Cohen et al., U.S. Patent No. 6,507,845 in view of Miller et al., U.S. 
Patent No. 6,661,437. 

As per claim 21, which is dependent on claim 20, Cohen teaches the method of 
claim 20 (see rejection above). Cohen does not teach a method as recited in claim 20, 
wherein displaying the list of tasks comprises displaying only a subset of the list of tasks 
to be performed by the user at any given time. Miller teaches displaying only a subset 
of the list of tasks to be performed by the user at any given time (see Miller, figure 5, 
item 555). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of 
the invention to incorporate the method of Miller with the computer-readable media of 
Fado in order to enable the user to readily differentiate the subsets of the current step. 
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As per claim 22, which is dependent on claim 21 , Cohen and Miller teach the 
method of claim 22 (see rejection above). Cohen does not teach a method as recited in 
claim 21 , further comprising scrolling through the list of tasks to display different subsets 
as tasks in the list are completed by the user. Miller teaches further comprising scrolling 
through the list of tasks to display different subsets as tasks in the list are completed by 
the user (see Miller, figure 5, item 555, and column 6, line 65 - column 7, line 8). It 
would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to 
incorporate the method of Miller with the method of Cohen in order to maintain user 
viewability of the subsets of the current tasks. 

As per claim 23, which is dependent on claim 20, Cohen teaches the method of 
claim 20 (see rejection above). Cohen does not teach a method as recited in claim 20, 
wherein the list of tasks comprises a list of actions to be taken by the user. Miller 
teaches wherein the list of tasks comprises a list of actions to be taken by the user (see 
Miller, column 7, line 47 - 51 ). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the 
art at the time of the invention to incorporate the method of Miller with the method of 
Cohen in order to guide the user through a predetermined sequence of steps. 

As per claim 25, which is dependent on claim 20, Cohen teaches the method of 
claim 20 (see rejection above). Cohen does not teach a method as recited in claim 20, 
wherein identifying one task that is the current task comprises displaying the one task 
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differently than the other tasks in the list of tasks. Miller teaches wherein identifying one 
task that is the current task comprises displaying the one task differently than the other 
tasks in the list of tasks (see Miller, figure 9, item 915). It would have been obvious to 
one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to incorporate the method of 
Miller with the computer-readable media of Fado in order to enable the user to readily 
differentiate the current step. 

Claims 29 and 30 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Miller et al., U.S. Patent No. 6,661 ,437 in view of Schmidt et al., U.S. Patent No. 
6,546,554. 

As per claim 29, which is dependent on claim 28, Miller teaches the graphical 
user interface of claim 28 (see rejection above). Miller further teaches a graphical user 
interface as recited in claim 28, further comprising a dialog box portion identifying 
information clarifying the information identified in the user choices portion (see Miller, 
figure 7, item 730). Miller does not teach an applet window portion identifying 
information clarifying the information identified in the user choices portion. Schmidt et 
al. ("Schmidt") discloses using applets (see Schmidt, column 1, lines 48 - 53). It would 
have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to use the applets of Schmidt with 
the graphical user interface of Miller in order to make it possible to deploy the graphical 
user interface over the web with no installation needed by the user. 
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As per claim 30, which is dependent on claim 29, Miller and Schmidt teach the 
method of claim 29 (see rejection above). Miller further teaches a graphical user 
interface as recited in claim 29, wherein the user choices portion identifies information 
that is to be entered into a computer by the user (see Miller, figure 4, item 415), and 
wherein a display portion identifies information that has already been entered into the 
computer by the user (see Miller, figure 4, items 420 and 425). Miller does not teach 
wherein the display portion is an applet window. Schmidt discloses using applets (see 
Schmidt, column 1 , lines 48 - 50). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in 
the art to use the applets of Schmidt with the graphical user interface of Miller in order to 
make it possible to deploy the graphical user interface over the web with no installation 
needed by the user. 

Claim 34 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Miller et 
al., U.S. Patent No. 6,661,437 in view of Janik, U.S. Patent No. 5,285,398. 

As per claim 34, which is dependent on claim 28, Miller teaches the method of 
claim 28 (see rejection above). Miller does not teach a graphical user interface as 
recited in claim 28 implemented on a wearable computer. Janik teaches a graphical 
user interface implemented on a wearable computer (see Janik, column 6, line 67 - 
column 7, line 3). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
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time of the invention to incorporate the wearable computer of Janik with the graphical 
user interface of Miller in order to allow portability of the computer-readable media. 



Claims 58, and 48-51 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Miller et al., U.S. Patent No. 6,661 ,437 in view of Cohen et al., U.S. 
Patent No. 6,507,845. 

As per claim 58, which is dependent on claim 56, Miller teaches the graphical 
user interface of claim 56 (see rejection above). Miller teaches displaying a task list 
portion identifying a list of a plurality of tasks to be performed by a user. Miller does not 
teach a graphical user interface as recited in claim 56, further comprising: a second task 
list portion identifying a list of a plurality of tasks to be performed by another user; and 
an indication in the second task list portion of a current task to be performed by the 
other user, wherein the indication is changed, in response to the current task being 
performed by the other user, to indicate a next task in the list of tasks to be performed 
by the other use as the current task to be performed. 

Cohen teaches a task list portion identifying a list of a plurality of tasks to be 
performed by another user (see Cohen, column 3, lines 28 - 38; the examiner interprets 
plurality of data objects as a plurality of tasks); and an indication in the second task list 
portion of a current task to be performed by the other user (see Cohen, column 3, lines 
28 - 30), wherein the indication is changed, in response to the current task being 
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performed by the other user, to indicate a next task in the list of tasks to be performed 
by the other use as the current task to be performed (see Cohen, column 7, line 48 - 
column 8, line 5; the examiner interprets updating the current task as indicating a next 
task in the list of tasks). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to incorporate the method of Cohen with the method Miller in order to provide 
a people and document centered awareness tool for easy and effective collaboration on 
a project. 

As per claim 48, which is dependent on claim 43, Miller teaches the method of 
claim 43 (see rejection above). Miller does not teach a method as recited in claim 43, 
wherein the receiving comprises receiving an input from a computer component, 
wherein the input from the computer component indicates that the current task is 
completed. Cohen teaches wherein receiving comprises receiving an input from a 
computer component, wherein the input from the computer component indicates that 
the current task is completed (see Cohen, column 7, line 62 - column 8, line 5). It 
would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to 
incorporate the method of Cohen with the method of Miller in order to reflect changes in 
system state to the user. 

As per claim 49, which is dependent on claim 48, Miller and Cohen teach the 
method of claim 48 (see rejection above). Cohen further teaches a method as recited in 
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claim 48, wherein the computer component comprises a processor executing a software 
program (see Cohen, column 7, lines 61 - 67). 

As per claim 50, which is dependent on claim 48, Miller and Cohen teach the 
method of claim 48. Miller further teaches a method as recited in claim 48, wherein the 
computer component comprises a hardware component configured to carry out the 
current task (see Miller, column 3, lines 20 - 23) 

As per claim 51 , which is dependent on claim 48, Miller and Cohen teach the 
method of claim 48 (see rejection above). Cohen further teaches a method as recited in 
claim 48, wherein the computer component comprises a remote computer (see Cohen, 
column 7, lines 61 - 65; it is inherent that the server is a remote computer). It would 
have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to 
incorporate the method of Cohen with the method of Miller in order to allow 
communication between users at different locations. 



Conclusion 
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Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Umar Arshad whose telephone number is (703) 305- 
0329. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday - Friday, 9am - 5:30pm. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Kristine L Kincaid can be reached on (703) 308-0640. The fax phone 
number for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is (703) 
872-9306. 

Any inquiry of a general nature or relating to the status of this application or 
proceeding should be directed to the receptionist whose telephone number is (703) 305- 
3900. 



